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PUBLIC INTEREST STATEMENT
The present study shows the research practice of MA students (MSs), PhD candidates (PCs), and university professors (UPs) in teaching English as a foreign language (TEFL) in higher education. This study is currently the largest analysis available of English language teaching (ELT) researchers' research practice in higher education. It addresses all aspects of research practice among different stakeholders of research in ELT higher education. The study indicates how MSs, PCs, and UPs perceive research in ELT higher education, how they are engaged both in reading and doing research, the way their research engagement influences their professional development, the setbacks for their research engagement, and the suggestions for improving the dominant research practice in higher education. The findings help the MSs, PCs, and UPs to appropriately read and do research in TEFL and produce reliable, valid, trustworthy, and applicable findings for educational context in general and ELT higher education in particular.
regarding the four categories of published articles, instrumental purpose, research reading and doing processes, and pressures from the immediate context. The findings are elaborated on and discussed in the light of the literature and the status of research engagement in ELT higher education.
Introduction
Researchers' engagement both with (through reading) and in (through doing) research has been a prominent factor in higher education settings (Gibbs et al., 2017; Hajdarpasic, Brew, & Popenici, 2014; Wald & Harland, 2017) . Academics' engagement with and in research is believed to improve the educational system in general (Hajdarpasic et al., 2014 ) and contribute to the academics' professional development in particular (Brew, 2010) . A substantial body of studies have addressed different aspects of academics' research practice in higher education, such as academics' conception of research (Åkerlind, 2008; Bai & Millwater, 2011) , their engagement both with and in research (Borg & Alshumaimeri, 2012; Webber, Laird, & BrckaLorenz, 2013) , the effects of their research performance (Brew, 2010; Robertson & Bond, 2001) , and the impediments to their research practice (Johnes & Li, 2008; Yuan & Lee, 2014) . A number of studies have also addressed the research practice of either university professors (UPs) (Bills, 2004; Prosser, Martin, Trigwell, Ramsden, & Middleton, 2008) or MA students (MSs) and PhD candidates (PCs) (Daniel, Kumar, & Omar, 2018; Mantai, 2015; Zamorski, 2002) as the academics in higher education.
More specifically, research practice (interchangeably referred to as research engagement throughout this study) in English language teaching (ELT) higher education has been explored (Borg & Liu, 2013; Xu, 2014) with the findings suggesting that due to some contextual setbacks, researchers are only moderately engaged with and in research (Allison & Carey, 2007; Borg & Liu, 2013) . Broader surveys, though, of the research engagement of MSs, PCs, and UPs (academics) in the field of teaching English as a foreign language (TEFL) in higher education, in particular, is lacking. The present study, therefore, applies a newly developed research engagement instrument to explore different attitudes and perceptions, held by MSs, PCs, and UPs in TEFL, towards research conception, research engagement (both reading and doing), the impact of research on professional development, the setbacks for research engagement, and the suggestions for improving the dominant research practice in higher education. The findings might help the ELT MSs, ELT PCs, and ELT UPs to appropriately read and do research and produce reliable, valid, trustworthy, and applicable findings for educational context in general and ELT context in particular.
Literature review
In this study, we focus on various aspects of research practice in ELT higher education, such as academics' research conception, their engagement in reading and doing research, their perceptions towards the impact of research on professional development, their perceptions of the research engagement setbacks in academic setting, and their research suggestions to improve research practices in higher education. Research conception deals with researcher's understandings of research and researching. Researchers in higher education have various conceptions of their research practice. Some researchers might think of stopping their professional research practice when they get promoted to a high rank, while others might think that they should both teach and be engaged with and in research in order to contribute to their own and students' knowledge development.
Academics' engagement both with and in research in education system, on the other hand, is believed to contribute to their professional development (Kirkwood & Christie, 2006; Lindsay, Breen, & Jenkins, 2002; Rahimi & Weisi, 2018a , 2018b Wald & Harland, 2017) . However, there are some setbacks for academics' research engagement in higher education that can subsequently affect the academics' research performance (Borg & Alshumaimeri, 2012; Xu, 2014; Yuan & Lee, 2014) .
Research practice in higher education
A number of research studies have dealt with researchers' research conception and research engagement in higher education (Åkerlind, 2008; Borg & Alshumaimeri, 2012; Brew, 2001; Bruce, Pham, & Stoodley, 2004; Kiley & Mullins, 2005; Prosser et al., 2008) . For example, Kiley and Mullins (2005) , collecting data from research supervisors in different universities in different countries through openended written responses and a web-based questionnaire, found that research supervisors view research as "a scholarly process characterized by the rigorous application of systematic methods" (p. 249). In addition, the supervisors thought the originality and creativity of research are the best features of the research.
Similarly, Bruce et al. (2004) explored the concept of research held by UPs in different disciplines in higher education through interview questions. It was indicated that achieving personal goals, helping the research team, developing knowledge, contributing to the practitioners' teaching practice, and addressing problems are the most prominent conceptions held by the UPs towards their research projects. Åkerlind (2008) , investigating the research conception of UPs in various disciplines through semi-structured interview, revealed that fulfilling the institutional requirements, personal recognition, personal interests, and the community requirements are the most important purposes of the UPs' research practice. In addition, Prosser et al. (2008) explored the research-active UPs' understanding of their research in different and major disciplinary areas through in-depth interview questions. They indicated that the UPs' research experience resulted in a better experience of teaching and understanding the subject matter.
In a similar vein, Borg and Alshumaimeri (2012) explored the research engagement of the research engaged university teacher educators who were teaching a range of disciplinary and pedagogical courses on pre-service teacher education programmes. They collected the required data through a questionnaire designed to investigate the participants' research engagement both with and in research, their perceptions of their working context as a supportive environment, and their conception of research. The findings indicated that more academically senior, highly qualified, and experienced teacher educators both read and do more research in comparison with those who are less senior, less qualified, and less experienced. The teacher educators reported that the main reasons for doing research are contributing to their professional development, getting promotion to a higher academic rank, and expanding to their knowledge base. The findings further indicate that the main reasons for not reading and doing research are the lack of time. Moreover, with respect to their conceptions of research characteristics, the teacher educators believed that quality research adopts experimental designs, collects data from large samples, utilises questionnaires for data collection, and includes some form of statistical analysis.
Research practice in ELT higher education
Similarly, a number of studies have addressed research practice in TEFL in higher education context (Allison & Carey, 2007; Borg & Liu, 2013; Tavakoli & Hasrati, 2018; Xu, 2014) . Borg and Liu (2013) , for instance, explored the research engagement of college English language teachers through a sequential explanatory mixed methods research. They used questionnaire and follow-up interview to explore the college English language teachers' written responses to the questionnaire in more detail. The questionnaire focused on reading research, doing research, research culture, research scenarios, and characteristics of good-quality research. The findings indicated that the participants were just moderately engaged with and in research. The participants' main reason for reading published research was that it directly influenced their classroom practice, and their main reason for doing research was the impact it had on their professional development and teaching practice. The findings further indicated that the main reason for not reading published research was that the research was uninterested and difficult, and the main reasons for not doing research were that it was difficult to publish the research study and that an expert was not available to advise. Xu (2014) explored university English as a foreign language (EFL) teachers' research practices through surveys of narrative frame and individual in-depth interview. The narrative frame investigated the participants' engagement both with and in research, their motivation and attitudes towards research, the institutional requirements for research engagement, and the perceived challenges of and solutions for their research engagement setbacks. The individual in-depth interviews complemented the results of the narrative frames and explored the participants' research practice in more detail. The findings revealed that the university EFL teachers' research practice was limited by some constraints such as "teaching overload, a shortage of resources, and a lack of support from mentors, as well as self-efficacy beliefs" (p. 248). The results further indicated that the university EFL teachers were more engaged with reading research in comparison with their engagement in doing research. In addition, the teachers' motivation towards reading and doing research was more extrinsic (i.e. for promotion) than intrinsic (i.e. for professional development).
In addition, Allison and Carey (2007) examined university English language teachers' research engagement through an open-ended questionnaire and follow-up discussions in the forms of e-mail exchanges, corridor chats, live group discussions, and individual and indepth interview questions. The findings indicated that university teachers' engagement in research was constrained by the lack of time, encouragement, and motivation to do research.
2.3. The gap existing in the literature and purpose of the study As the review of the literature indicated, academics have different conceptions towards research in mainstream education in general (Åkerlind, 2008; Allison & Carey, 2007) and in ELT context in particular (Borg & Liu, 2013; Xu, 2014) . However, there is a lack of research in ELT higher education context exploring how research is perceived by MSs, PCs, and UPs. Conducting a research study in this regard can contribute to the literature and deepen the ELT researchers' understandings of research in ELT higher education context, which further helps the academics adopt more feasible forms of research. More specifically, the literature review revealed how frequently ELT researchers read and did research (Borg & Liu, 2013) . Nevertheless, it has remained unclear how and why/why not MSs, PCs, and UPs read and do research. In this study, we explore in more detail the research conceptions held by MSs, PCs, and UPs in TEFL in higher education through a newly developed research engagement instrument. In addition, applying the instrument, we explore the participants' research engagement both with and in research and the way and the reasons for their engagement (or lack thereof) in research.
The review of the previous research studies further indicated that academics' research practice might have positive (Lindsay et al., 2002) or no impact (Marsh & Hattie, 2002 ) on their professional development. In this study, using the developed instrument, we explore the impact of research engagement on MSs', PCs', and UPs' professional development in ELT higher education. Moreover, the literature review indicates that a low-quality performance of academics' research practice in the underdeveloped countries is due to the way the higher education system in those countries is ruled by policymakers and ministry of education (Johnes & Li, 2008) . To explore the research engagement setbacks, we apply the newly developed instrument to explore the MSs', PCs', and UPs' attitudes and perceptions towards the impact of the contextual factors on their research engagement more specifically in the ELT higher education context. Additionally, we examine the MSs', PCs', and UPs' recommendations for improving the dominant research practice in ELT higher education. Therefore, drawing on the purposes of the study the following research questions are addressed:
(1) What are the characteristics of research according to MSs, PCs, and UPs in TEFL in higher education?
(2) What is the current status of their research engagement? How and why are they engaged with/in research?
(3) How does engagement with/in research contribute to their professional development?
(4) According to these stakeholders, what are the main setbacks for being engaged with and in research in TEFL in higher education?
(5) What are their suggestions for improving the dominant research practice in TEFL in higher education?
3. Method
Context and participants
The developed instrument was distributed among 50 MSs, 50 PCs, and 50 UPs in TEFL in several state universities in Iranian ELT higher education in order to collect data from a large number of participants so that to generalise the findings to a wider population. There were both males and females among the participating ELT MSs (15 males and 35 females), ELT PCs (27 males and 23 females), and ELT UPs (41 males and 9 females). The ELT MSs were in their first or second year of the academic study with their age ranging from 25 to 33 years. The ELT PCs were in their first, second, or third year of the academic study with an age range of 29-35 years. The ELT UPs were in the 4-20 years of professional teaching experience in higher education with their age varying from 34 to 45 years.
Instrument
A newly developed research engagement instrument was used in the present study. The questionnaire is in two versions: one for the ELT MSs and ELT PCs (see Appendix A) and one for the ELT UPs (see Appendix B). The MSs and PCs version includes 112 items and the UPs version includes 114 items. Each version of the questionnaire is in five sections with each section including some items on a 5-point Likert scale followed by one open-ended question.
The first section of the instrument, research conception, includes the categories of contributions (5 items), procedure rigidity (5 items), research logistics (5 items), writing style (3 items), published articles (3 items), research topic (2 items), design (2 items), and researcher ability (2 items). The second section, research engagement, comprises instrumental purpose (8 items), professional development (5 items), course requirement (4 items), and research reading and doing processes (3 items). The third section, research impact, consists of knowledge base growth (6 items), positive impact on professional teaching practice (2 items for the MSs and PCs version and 4 items for the UPs version), and qualification (3 items). The fourth section, research engagement setbacks, includes drawbacks with published research studies (13 items), insignificant contribution (11 items), and pressures from the immediate context (7 items). Finally, the fifth section, research suggestions, comprises 18 items that examine the participants' suggestions for improving the dominant research practice in ELT higher education. Following Dörnyei's (2003) suggestion, the instrument was reviewed by some experts in the field of TEFL and piloted with MSs, PCs, and UPs in TEFL in different state universities to ensure the validity and reliability of the instrument. As all the items of the instrument explored the participants' attitudes and perceptions and each item investigated a specific purpose, factor analysis was not run to check the validity of the instrument. The validity was checked through experts' review. To this end, six UPs and PCs (3 in each group) who were engaged in reading and doing research in TEFL reviewed the instrument and made comments on the content, wording of the items, and its format. The instrument was then piloted with 30 MSs, PCs, and UPs (10 in each group) in TEFL in different state universities, who were similar to the target participants and selected through availability sampling. Applying Cronbach's Alpha consistency index, the instrument was shown to enjoy a reliability index of 0.86.
Procedures
The first author/researcher distributed the instrument both online and in hard copy among 50 participants in each group to check and find the differences among the three groups with regard to their research conception, research engagement, research impact on professional development, their research engagement setbacks, and their suggestions for improving the dominant research practice in ELT higher education. In the online form, the first author/researcher designed the questionnaire and the teacher demographic form in Google Form and circulated it using Email, social networking websites such as ResearchGate and LinkedIn, and online applications such as WhatsApp and Telegram. The questions and the procedures for filling out the questionnaire were already clarified for the participants in the instruction section. The first author/researcher distributed the questionnaire to a number of participants in hard copy as well. He was present at the time of administration to clarify the questions and the procedures for answering the questionnaire items and resolve any likely ambiguities. In both online and face-to-face administration procedures, all the participants were informed that their participation was voluntary and that the information they provided would remain strictly confidential.
Data analysis
To analyse the results of the questionnaire, descriptive statistics were run to indicate the most important characteristics of research according to ELT MSs, ELT PCs, and ELT UPs, the important factors related to their research engagement which influenced their professional development, their research engagement setbacks, and their suggestions for improving the dominant research practice in higher education. One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was also applied to find the difference among the three group's perceptions towards their research conception, research engagement, research impact, research engagement setbacks, and their suggestions for dealing with the setbacks.
Results and discussion
In this section, the descriptive statistics and ANOVA results of the ELT MSs', ELT PCs', and ELT UPs' responses to the categories of each section of the instrument are reported. For different sections of the instrument, the participants' mean scores were calculated by averaging the values of the options (from 1 to 5) they chose in answering the items of each category. So, the higher a mean score on any of the categories, the higher positive perceptions that group had towards the items in that category. Options 4 and 5 in each scale of the instrument indicated the participants' agreement on the questionnaire item. As a result, mean scores above 3.5 were believed to indicate the group's agreement on the items capturing the category. On the other hand, the p-value for the ANOVA results was set at .05. Post hoc and partial eta squared analyses were further applied to, respectively, show where the differences occurred among the three groups and how important the differences were (the effect size).
However, prior to the ANOVA analyses, assumptions underlying this test were checked in order to make sure that the data could be analysed using one-way ANOVA. To this aim, in spite of the fact that the variables (i.e. categories and items) were continuous (i.e. they were measured at the interval level) and there were three groups (i.e. ELT MSs, ELT PCs, and ELT UPs), we ensured that there was independence of observations in each group, that is, we made sure that there were different participants in the groups. Furthermore, Kolmogorov-Smirnov test indicated that there were no significant outliers and the data were approximately normally distributed for the categories and items of the instrument. Moreover, Levene's test used to check the homogeneity of variances, showed no significant differences for the p values, which revealed the acceptability of this assumption of one-way ANOVA as well. Therefore, all the six-aforementioned assumptions of one-way ANOVA were met which indicated that the data could be analysed using one-way ANOVA. Table 1 presents the mean and standard deviation of the ELT MSs', ELT PCs', and ELT UPs' research conception for each category, and the differences among the three groups' perceptions in this regard.
Research conception
As Table 1 shows, except for published articles for ELT MSs and ELT PCs, the mean score of all the categories exceeded 3.5, which indicated the participants' agreement on the research conception categories of the instrument. For instance, the design category that received the highest mean scores for all the three groups revealed that the three groups, especially the MSs, determine the research design (qualitative, quantitative, or mixed-methods) based on the research questions of the study. In addition, it showed that all the groups, especially the PCs, capitalise on the method section of their research study. Kiley and Mullins (2005) , in a similar vein, argued that procedures carried out to accomplish research studies should be taken into account seriously in order to produce trustworthy findings. The findings are also consistent with those of Bills (2004) who indicated positive perceptions of academic supervisors towards some generic criteria of research, like being rigorous and methodical.
ANOVA analyses showed that, save for published articles (F = 3.71; p = .02; Partial eta squared = .04), there were no significant differences among the three groups' research conception categories. Regarding the effect size (i.e. partial eta squared), the value of .14 and higher were considered large, .06-.14 was considered as medium, and .01-.06 was considered low effect size.
In addition, post hoc analysis (Tukey) of the results showed that, regarding the published articles category, the differences were between ELT MSs with ELT PCs and ELT UPs with the former group's mean score exceeding the other two groups, although the effect size was small, as reported above. This might indicate that MSs try to publish more articles in comparison with both PCs and UPs and receive a considerable amount of citations in comparison with PCs, so that they may be accepted as PCs in reputable universities. Although the results showed that the PCs and UPs would like to have their papers published and receive a lot of citations, so that they can find university positions and get promotion to a higher education rank, respectively, this ambition was greater in the ELT MSs.
Further analyses of the items underlying the other categories revealed significant differences between ELT MSs and ELT UPs regarding items 2 (F = 3.15; p = .04; Partial eta squared = .04), 4 (F = 3.17; p = .04; Partial eta squared = .04), and 26 (F = 3.12; p = .04; Partial eta squared = .04), suggesting that ELT MSs, to a greater deal, conceptualise research to be practical and the findings be applicable to the teaching/learning context, research be replicable in different educational contexts, and the researcher should have the required skills to conduct different parts of a research study. Table 2 displays the mean, standard deviation, and ANOVA analyses of the ELT MSs', ELT PCs', and ELT UPs' research engagement categories. Table 2 indicates that ELT MSs, ELT PCs, and ELT UPs capitalised on the research engagement categories of the instrument as their mean scores were more than 3.5; however, the UPs' mean score for the instrumental purpose category was 3.2. The professional development category received the highest mean scores for all the participants; therefore, this may show that the MSs, PCs, and UPs, to a great extent, agree that they read and do research to become knowledgeable, keep themselves upto-date, find solutions to the issues in the education context, find the gaps in the literature, and stay interested in reading and doing research. The findings in this regard echo with those of Borg and Liu (2013) who propose that UPs' engagement with/in research helps them enhance their professional development and professional teaching practice.
Research engagement
The results of ANOVA analyses revealed that there were significant differences among the ELT MSs', ELT PCs', and ELT UPs' instrumental purpose (F = 5.23; p = .00; Partial eta squared = .06) and research reading and doing processes (F = 7.20; p = .00; Partial eta squared = .09). Regarding the category on instrumental purpose, post hoc analysis indicated that the MSs' and PCs' mean scores were significantly higher than that of the UPs. This shows that the MSs and PCs would like to read, do, and publish research for instrumental purposes (rather than develop professionalism) more than the UPs. The MSs and PCs read, do, and publish research studies in accredited journals to be accepted to a higher education level, to either go abroad or become accepted in top foreign universities, to become knowledgeable in the field, to become a prominent figure, etc. In line with the findings in this regard, Xu (2014) suggests that UPs publish research studies mainly to get promotion to a higher education rank. With regard to the category related to research reading and doing processes, the differences were between UPs with MSs and PCs with the former group's mean score higher than those of the other two groups. As a result, in comparison with the MSs and PCs, the UPs would highly read different sections of research papers based on their own purpose, subscribe in top journals to email them their recent issues, and mainly supervise their MSs' and PCs' research projects. It indicated that ELT UPs are more interested in reading and doing research than ELT MSs, ELT UPs mostly read and do research to find the gaps in the literature in comparison with PCs, MSs and PCs mostly read, do, and publish research to accomplish their thesis and get the academic degree, and UPs mostly read their students' research projects and give comments, and read research papers to prepare for the class. The findings are in agreement with those of Tavakoli and Hasrati (2018) who argued that in Iranian ELT higher education, research is mainly done for instrumental purposes, such as getting promotion, defending the thesis, and graduation purposes.
Research impact
The mean, standard deviation, and ANOVA analyses of the ELT MSs', ELT PCs', and ELT UPs' research impact categories are shown in Table 3 .
As is evident from Table 3, all the three groups' mean scores went beyond 3.5 for all the research impact categories of the instrument which showed their positive attitudes and perceptions towards the items capturing the categories. The positive impact on professional teaching practice which received the greatest mean scores for all the participants indicated that the ELT MSs, ELT PCs, and ELT UPs capitalised on the role of reading and doing research in helping them connect research findings to the classroom context and become more proficient ELT instructors in the education context. In addition, the UPs thought that reading and doing research positively influence their professional teaching practice in ELT higher education context and help them introduce suitable research papers to the students to do research accordingly. In harmony with the findings, Lindsay et al. (2002) argue that research engagement enhances academics' knowledge in higher education and positively influences the students' learning outcome.
ANOVA analyses indicated no significant differences among the three groups' research impact categories. This suggests that all the three groups had the same positive attitudes and perceptions towards the items underlying the research impact categories.
Analyses of the items underlying the categories indicated that, save for item 12 (F = 7.37; p = .00; Partial eta squared = .09), there were no significant differences among the three groups. The results in this regard signified that ELT MSs and ELT PCs mostly read and do research to fulfil the course requirements and ELT UPs mostly read and do research to publish papers to prove to university officials that they are making academic progress. Although such joint publications could be mutually advantageous for both the students (e.g. supporting the students' apprenticeship and academic appropriation) and the UPs (e.g. helping the UPs to get promotion), the publications have been made mandatory for all the groups for graduation and promotion purposes. Table 4 summarises the mean, standard deviation, and ANOVA analyses of the ELT MSs', ELT PCs', and ELT UPs' research setback categories. Table 4 , all the three groups' mean scores were higher than 3.5 for the insignificant contribution and pressures from the immediate context categories which revealed their agreement on the items underlying the categories. However, all the three groups' mean scores were lower than 3.5 for the drawbacks with published research studies which indicated their less positive perceptions towards the items of the category. The pressures from the immediate context category that received the highest mean scores for all the participants showed that the ELT MSs, ELT PCs, and ELT UPs greatly approved that for reading, doing, and publishing research they are under the pressure of time and stress, have difficulty in collecting the required data, do not receive financial support, and are involved in a competitive process. Furthermore, they unanimously agreed that the MSs and PCs receive little or no contributions from the UPs, while the MSs and PCs, as the UPs' manpower and ghost-writers, try hard to read, do, write, and publish research studies, if they do, to meet the UPs' preferences. The UPs, on the other hand, were believed to spend most of their time on teaching, not research.
Research engagement setbacks

As displayed in
The results of ANOVA analyses revealed significant differences among the three groups with regard to the pressures from the immediate context category (F = 3.09; p = .04; Partial eta squared = .04). The results of post hoc analyses indicated that the differences were between PCs and UPs with the former group's mean score higher than the latter. This may show that the PCs, in comparison with the UPs, emphasised the items underlying the pressures from the immediate context category to a greater extent. For instance, the ELT PCs greatly stressed the difficulty in collecting the required data and overemphasised that ELT MSs and ELT PCs receive little or no contributions from ELT UPs.
Analyses of the items underlying the other categories revealed significant differences among the three groups regarding items 1 (F = 3.07; p = .04; Partial eta squared = .04), 3 (F = 4.42; p = .01; Partial eta squared = .05), 4 (F = 4.30; p = .01; Partial eta squared = .05), 16 (F = 5.08; p = .00; Partial eta squared = .06), and 24 (F = 3.14; p = .04; Partial eta squared = .04). For instance, the MSs, in comparison with the PCs, highlighted the issue that research is read, done, and published mostly for instrumental purposes, such as promotion and acceptance, and in comparison with UPs, the MSs highlighted that competent researchers are rejected to be employed as the faculty members in ELT higher education. In addition, in comparison with the PCs and UPs, the MSs emphasised that research in TEFL is irrelevant to the teaching/learning context and has inaccurate and/or doubtful findings, and, in comparison with the UPs, the PCs overemphasised the issue that the UPs are incapable of helping MSs' and PCs' research projects appropriately.
Researchers' suggestions
The mean, standard deviation, and ANOVA analyses of the ELT MSs', ELT PCs', and ELT UPs' research suggestions are summarised in Table 5.   Table 5 revealed the participants' agreement on all the items of the research suggestions section of the instrument since the mean scores of all groups exceeded 3.5. For example, items 13 and 17 of the instrument that received the highest mean scores for ELT MSs showed that the MSs capitalised on the issue that MSs' and PCs' research knowledge and skills should be developed and the researchers in ELT higher education do and publish research studies honestly (i.e. researchers must not fabricate and/or manipulate their research data). Items 4 and 6 that received the greatest mean scores for ELT PCs revealed that they highlighted the issue that the ELT researchers should develop their research knowledge and skills and competent researchers be recruited, supported, and motivated in ELT higher education. In addition, ELT UPs had the highest mean scores for items 3 and 6 which revealed that they behove ELT researchers to consider the ethics of research and that they want competent ELT researchers to be recruited, supported, and motivated. ANOVA analyses indicated that, on the whole, there were no significant differences among the three groups' research suggestions. However, further analyses of the underlying items revealed that there were significant differences among the three groups regarding items 9 (F = 4.58; p = .01; Partial eta squared = .06) and 14 (F = 4.05; p = .02; Partial eta squared = .05) (i.e. UPs' research engagement and performance should be monitored and researchers' time should not be devoted to other useless tasks, such as reading extra material, preparing slides to present each session). Post hoc analyses showed that the differences were between MSs and UPs with the former group's mean score exceeding the latter for both items. This indicates that the MSs, in comparison with the UPs, deem it more necessary for other members in ELT higher education setting to monitor the UPs' research performance, so that the UPs might act better on their research activities. Moreover, the MSs suggest that the researchers should focus their attention and effort on research activities, not other less useful tasks.
Conclusion
Research practice in higher education is an important factor to contribute to the researchers' professional development (Wald & Harland, 2017) and the betterment of the education system (Hajdarpasic et al., 2014) . As no research of this kind has been done in ELT higher education setting, the present study was an attempt to explore ELT researchers' research practice in higher education deeply and extensively by applying a newly developed and comprehensive research engagement instrument. This work is the largest analysis available of ELT researchers' research practice in higher education setting which has addressed all aspects of research practice among different stakeholders of research in ELT higher education.
As the findings shed light on ELT researchers' research conception, research engagement, the impact of their research practice on their professional development, the setbacks for their research engagement, and their suggestions for improving the research practice in higher education, the educational policymakers, officials in the higher education, and researchers may consider the findings in order to improve research practice in the field of TEFL in higher education. For instance, applying the findings, policymakers and officials in the higher education in the ELT contexts can establish a research centre for MSs, PCs, and UPs in the universities and recruit a group of experts in the field in order to train the ELT MSs, ELT PCs, and ELT UPs how to read and do useful research in ELT higher education context, let them read and do research in the pertinent lines adequately, support and encourage them both emotionally and financially to read and conduct research cooperatively, and motivate them to have an inward-looking perspective towards the purposes and values of research not an outward look, such as doing and publishing research for instrumental purposes. As a result, MSs, PCs, and UPs, as ELT researchers in higher education, might come to understand how to read and do research appropriately and contribute to their own professional development and the education system broadly.
However, future studies might be conducted to replicate the study to find about researchers' research engagement in other higher education contexts in different countries. For instance, other ELT researchers in higher education contexts in other countries who are interested in the topic of research engagement might adopt the newly developed instrument by the present researchers and develop insights into the phenomena under investigation. In addition, as we just collected data from ELT MSs, ELT PCs, and ELT UPs in state universities, future researchers might apply the instrument and explore MSs', PCs', UPs' research practice in other universities in the present context or in different universities around the world. Applying and adapting the instrument, future researchers might also explore research practice of MSs, PCs, and UPs across a range of educational disciplines in higher education internationally. Moreover, this study can be extended through qualitative work in order to address the issues under study more deeply. For example, longitudinal and exploratory studies might be conducted to further explore and compare the research practices of MSs, PCs, and UPs across different higher education contexts. This questionnaire is devised with the aim of looking into your actual research engagement as a postgraduate student in ELT context. To this end, your careful completion of the questionnaire will definitely contribute to obtaining more reliable data. The information will be kept confidential and will be used just for research purposes.
Thank you very much in advance for your time and cooperation. 
2
Research should be practical and the findings be applicable to the teaching/learning context.
3
Research should explore creative, innovative, and unexplored ideas.
4
Research should be replicable in different educational settings.
5
Research should be emancipatory for both the researcher and the researched (i.e. the researcher and the participants should reflect on the collected data to learn something from the research study).
6
There should be a reasonable number of participants in research studies.
7
Research should be systematic and the procedures for data collection and analysis should be considered seriously.
8
Reliability and validity of research instruments and research findings should be considered seriously.
9
Research should be based on real and trustworthy data.
10
Ethical issues in research studies should be addressed seriously.
11
There should be enough time to accomplish research projects.
12
There should be cooperative participants and organisation for research projects.
13
Required facilities for research projects should be adequately available.
14 Relevant theoretical background should be pre-specified in research studies.
15
Definition and purposes of research studies should be pre-specified.
16
All sections of a research paper should be dealt with as equally important.
17
Standards of academic writing suitable for research papers should be observed.
18
There should not be plagiarism in research papers.
Attempts should be made to publish research studies in accredited journals.
20
Research should receive a considerable number of citations.
21
Research studies should result in more than one published paper.
22
Research should be challenging and engaging for the researcher.
23
Research should be in line with the researcher's field of interest.
24
Research design (qualitative, quantitative, or mixed-methods) should be determined based on research questions of the study.
25
Research should have a clear and suitable methodology.
26
The researcher should have the required skills to conduct different parts of a research study.
27
The researcher should have the required prior knowledge before conducting the research study.
28
If you think there are any other characteristics of good research studies in Applied Linguistics/TEFL in higher education, please list them here. 29 I read, do, and publish research to be accepted to a higher educational level (i.e. to become a PhD student or a university professor).
30
I read, do, and publish research to become a prominent figure in this field.
31
I prefer to publish research in accredited journals.
32
I do and publish research to either go abroad or become accepted in top foreign universities.
33
I publish research to receive financial benefits, rewards, and support.
34
I must be the first and the corresponding author of my published research papers.
35
I read, do, and publish research to be in touch with other members of the research community.
36
I do and publish research papers in line with my area of interest (not necessarily in line with my professor's area of interest).
37
I read and do research to become knowledgeable in this field.
38
I read and do research to keep myself up-to-date.
39
I am interested in reading and doing research.
40
I read and do research to find solutions to the problems in the ELT educational context.
41
I read and do research to find the gaps in the literature.
42
I read, do, and publish research to get the academic degree.
43
I read, do, and publish research to accomplish my thesis.
44
I read, do, and publish research to receive the required mark and pass the courses.
45
I read research papers to prepare for the class.
46
I read different sections of research papers based on the purpose that I have.
The research projects that I do should be under the supervision of the professors.
48
I subscribe in top journals to email me their recent issues.
49
If you think there are any other reasons that you are engaged with/in research in Applied Linguistics/TEFL in higher education, please list them here.
Section 3: Research impact
The following items investigate the contribution of your research engagement in Applied Linguistics/TEFL in higher education to your professional development. There are 5 self-rating responses format according to the following: 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly agree 
51
Reading and doing research help me keep my knowledge up-to-date.
52
Reading and doing research help me develop my academic writing skills necessary for writing high-quality research papers.
53
Reading and doing research help me develop my research ability through the reviewers' constructive comments.
54
Reading and doing research help me find and bridge the gaps in the literature.
55
Reading and doing research help me develop a close collaboration with other researchers.
56
Reading and doing research help me become a more proficient ELT instructor in the educational context.
57
Reading and doing research help me connect research findings to the classroom context.
58
Reading and doing research help me become accepted to a higher educational level.
59
Reading and doing research help me fulfil the course requirements.
60
Reading and doing research help me enrich my CV.
61
If you think there are any other contributions of research in Applied Linguistics/TEFL in higher education to your professional development, please list them here.
Section 4: Research setbacks
The following items investigate your perceptions and attitudes towards the main setbacks for being engaged with and in research in Applied Linguistics/TEFL in higher education. There are 5 self-rating responses format according to the following: 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly agree
Research is read, done, and published for instrumental purposes such as promotion and acceptance.
63
Research is not practical and/or applicable to the teaching/learning context.
64
Research in Applied Linguistics/TEFL is irrelevant to the teaching/ learning context.
65
Research has inaccurate and/or doubtful findings.
66
Research has low-quality and poor writing.
67
Research studies are published in a short and limited time.
68
Ethics of research are not considered in research studies.
69
Researchers do not read the relevant papers adequately.
70
Researchers do not have creative ideas for their research projects.
71
Researchers underestimate their research performance.
Researchers use some strategies to get their research studies published.
73
Foreign researchers' research findings are used to improve teaching/ learning.
74
Research studies are reviewed by biased reviewers.
75
Research is a tool to only promote university professors' rank to associate or full professors.
76
The university professors (i.e. the first and/or corresponding authors) are the non-contributors of the published research papers.
77
University professors are incapable of helping students' research projects appropriately.
78
Researchers are not supported emotionally.
79
Researchers have no cooperation with other researchers.
80
MA and PhD students do research to pass the courses and get their academic degree.
81
Research is done and published through a hierarchical system of authority (i.e. MA and PhD students do research for university professors, and university professors publish it for the university).
82
Competent researchers are demotivated by the lack of financial and emotional support.
83
Researchers' academic success is determined through the number of their published papers, not the quality of the papers.
84
Researchers' economic hardship hinders them from wholeheartedly devoting their energy to conducting/publishing research.
85
Competent researchers are rejected to be employed as the faculty members in ELT higher education.
86
Researchers are under the pressure of time and stress.
87
Researchers have difficulty in collecting the required data.
88
MA and PhD students try to meet the university professors' preferences.
89
Researchers are involved in a competitive process.
90
Researchers do not receive financial support.
91
MA and PhD students receive little or no contributions from university professors.
92
The university professors spend most of the time on teaching, not research.
93
If you think there are any other setbacks for your research engagement in Applied Linguistics/TEFL in higher education, please list them here.
Section 5: Researchers' suggestions
The following items explore your suggestions for improving the dominant research practice in Applied Linguistics/TEFL in higher education.
There are 5 self-rating responses format according to the following: 1 = Unimportant, 2 = Moderately important, 3 = Unsure, 4 = Important, 5 = Very important Researchers should work more seriously on research projects.
95
Researchers should be provided with enough time to do research projects.
96
Researchers should consider the ethics of research.
97
Researchers should develop their research knowledge and skills.
98
A connection should be made between research and the educational context of teaching and learning. This questionnaire is devised with the aim of looking into your actual research engagement as a university professor in Applied Linguistics/TEFL in higher education. To this end, your careful completion of the questionnaire will definitely contribute to obtaining more reliable data. The information will be kept confidential and will be used just for research purposes.
2
Research should be practical and the findings be applicable to the teaching/ learning context.
3
4
5
6
7
8
The reliability and validity of the research instruments and research findings should be considered seriously.
9
10
The ethical issues in research studies should be addressed seriously.
11
12
13
The required facilities for research projects should be adequately available.
14 The relevant theoretical background should be pre-specified in research studies.
15
The definition and purposes of the research studies should be pre-specified.
16
17
18
There should not be plagiarism in the research paper.
19
20
21
22
23
24
The research design (qualitative, quantitative, or mixed-methods) should be determined based on the research questions of the study.
25
26
The researcher should have the required skills to conduct different parts of the research study.
27
(Continued) 
